20 institutionalized and 20 noninstitutionalized familial retardates of comparable MA and CA were socially reinforced by either a peer or an adult on a simple 2-part satiation task. Adult reinforcement was found to be more effective than peer reinforcement for the institutionalized retardates; the reverse pattern was found for noninstitutionalized retardates, where the peer was a more effective reinforcer than the adult. The generality of the frequently noted wariness or fearfulness of retardates was also examined. Institutionalized retardates were found to be more wary than noninstitutionalized retardates in both the adult-and peer-reinforcement conditions. The findings were interpreted within the framework of the particular life histories of institutionalized and noninstitutionalized retardates.
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Contrary to the theoretical positions of Luria (1963) , Spitz (1963) , Ellis (1963) , Lewin (1963) , and Kounin (1941) , considerable evidence has now been presented indicating that it is erroneous to conceptualize familial retardates as a homogeneous class of individuals whose behaviors are dictated by traits or characteristics which inevitably inhere in intellectual retardation (Zigler, 1967) . The view that familial retardates do not represent a homogeneous population, suffering from some specific physiological defect, receives its clearest support in those studies demonstrating differences in the performance of institutionalized and noninstitutionalized retardates (Green & Zigler, 1962; Harter, 1967; Stevenson & Fahel, 1961; Zigler, 1963) . Differences between these two groups suggest that many of the behaviors of the institutionalized retardate are more related to the particular preinstitutional histories of retardates who become institutionalized than to mental retardation, per se.
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tardates and noninstitutionalized familial retardates would appear to reflect differences in the motivation to interact with strange adults. Evidence to date indicates that the social deprivation experienced by the institutionalized retardate results in his being more highly motivated to interact with an attentive and/or supportive adult than is the noninstitutionalized retardate (Green & Zigler, 1962; Stevenson & Fahel, 1961; Zigler, 1963) . These studies have demonstrated that institutionalized retarded children will play a dull, repetitive two-part game for a longer period of time than will noninstitutionalized retarded children in order to obtain from an adult such social reinforcers as attention, smiles, nods, and verbal praise.
Although the literature generally supports the motivational interpretation of these performance differences, a number of unresolved questions remain. For instance, the motivational hypothesis assumes that the institutionalized retardate has been deprived of adult social reinforcement, and is therefore highly motivated to obtain this particular class of social reinforcers; thus, one would expect the institutionalized retardate to be more influenced by social reinforcers dispensed by an adult than by a peer. Furthermore, the enhanced effectiveness of adult, as compared to peer, reinforcement should be much greater for the institutionalized, than for the noninstitutionalized, retarded child 144 since the latter has experienced a much greater incidence of adult social reinforcement. A major purpose of the present study, then, was to investigate the relative effectiveness of adult and peer social reinforcement on the performance of institutionalized and noninstitutionalized retarded children.
Despite the institutionalized retardate's greater desire to interact with a supportive adult, evidence suggests that the social deprivation he has experienced also leads him to approach such interactions with an atypically high amount of wariness or fearfulness. Such wariness has been assessed with a difference score reflecting the relative amount of time spent by the child on the two highly similar parts of the socially reinforced dull, repetitive game, a measure validated in earlier studies (Shallenberger & Zigler, 1961; Zigler, 1961) . As a less fearful child plays Part I, he becomes relatively satiated on both the game and the social reinforcers dispensed, and therefore he tends to play Part II for a much shorter period of time than Part I. The fearful child, on the other hand, utilizes Part I to assure himself that the game does not entail any punishing events. Such a child has often been found to play Part II of the socially reinforced task for as long as, if not longer than, Part I.
As a second major goal this experiment investigated the generality of this fearfulness of strange adults among retardates. Very small or negative difference scores (Part I minus Part II), indicative of such fearfulness, have been found for institutionalized retardates (Shallenberger & Zigler, 1961; Zigler, 1961; Zigler, Hodgden, & Stevenson, 1958) , although some workers have suggested that this is a general trait of the retarded (Hirsch, 19S9; Wellman, 1938; Woodward, 1960) . The present study assessed this possibility by comparing the difference scores of both institutionalized and noninstitutionalized retardates obtained on the two-part socially reinforced task.
Of further interest is the question of whether among institutionalized retardates, the fearfulness encountered is limited to interactions with strange adults, or is a more general reaction to any strange individual. This question was examined in the present study by comparing the difference scores of institutionalized retardates in conditions where either a strange adult or strange peer was the reinforcing agent.
METHOD Experimenters
The adult E was an advanced female graduate student with considerable experience in testing children in similar studies. The peer E was an extremely bright, friendly, 13-yr.-old boy who was trained in the experimental procedure by the adult E.
Subjects
Two groups of 20 5s, an institutionalized retarded group and a noninstitutionalized retarded group matched on CA, MA, and IQ, were employed, with an equal number of boys and girls in each group. The 5s were selected so as to have a mean CA of approximately 13 yr., since the peer E was 13 yr. old. Half of the 5s in each group were arbitrarily assigned to the adult E, and half to the peer E, with the qualification that each subgroup should contain an equal number of boys and girls, and have relatively comparable CAs and MAs. The mean and standard deviation of the CA, MA, and IQ for each group are given in Table 1 .
The institutionalized retarded children were residents of Mansfield State Training School, Mansfield, 
Procedure
The experimental game was a two-part satiation task consisting of a simple, monotonous, repetitive game called Marble-in-the-Hole which has been described previously (Zigler, 1961 (Zigler, , 1963 . The apparatus consisted of a large wooden box having two holes on the side facing the player. Inside the box was a chute connecting these holes to a single opening visible at the bottom of the box. The chute was filled with red and blue marbles, thus insuring a steady supply of marbles in the opening. The S's task was simply to insert a marble of one color into one hole and a marble of another color into the other hole.
The two £s worked independently, following the identical procedure with all 5s. The Marble-in-theHole game was presented to each S individually, and he was introduced to Fart I of the game with the following instructions: This is a game called Marble in the Hole, and I'll tell you how to play it. You see these marbles: some of them are red and some of them are blue. The red ones go in this hole, and the blue ones in this hole. [E demonstrates] Now show me a red marble. Put it in the hole it goes in. Now show me a blue marble. Put it in the hole it goes in. You can put as many marbles in the holes as you want to. You tell me when you want to stop, and then we'll play a new game.
The 5 then played the game until he told E that he wished to stop, or until he failed to insert a marble for 30 sec. At this point, he was immediately introduced to Part II of the game with the following instructions:
Now I'll tell you how to play this game. This time, the blue marbles go in this hole [hole opposite to that used in Part I], and the red marbles go in this hole. Put a blue marble in the hole where it goes. Now put a red marble where it goes. You can put as many marbles in the holes as you want to. You tell me when you want to stop.
As with Part I, S was allowed to continue until he told E that he wished to stop, or until he did not insert a. marble for 30 sec. The maximum time allowed on each part of the game was IS min. During both parts of the game, E gave both nonverbal support, in the form of smiles and nods of approval, and verbal support, employing the following comments: "You really know how to play Marblein-the-Hole, don't you?" "That's fine." "Very good." "You really can play this game, can't you." These statements were made in random order, one after the first, fifth, and then after every tenth marble inserted. The E recorded the time spent on each part of the game, as well as the number of marbles inserted.
RESULTS
Preliminary analysis of the total time played on Part I plus Part II of the Marblein-the-Hole game revealed that the sex of S did not enter into any significant main or interaction effects; thus, for the purpose of clarity, this variable is not included in the following analyses. (Although Sex of £ X Sex of S interaction effects have been found in social-reinforcement studies employing simple learning or change in rate measures-Gewirtz and Baer, 19S8; Stevenson, 1961-they have not been found in studies employing the duration measure.)
The mean total time played by each group is presented in Figure 1 . A two-way Type of E X Type of 5 analysis of variance performed on these total time scores revealed no significant main effects; however, a significant E X S interaction was obtained (F = 6.72, df = 1/36, p< .025). As can be seen in Figure  1 , the institutionalized retarded Ss played the game longer with the adult E than with the peer E (t = 2.13, p < .05), whereas the noninstitutionalized retarded Ss played the game longer with the peer E than with the adult E (t = 2.28, p < .OS). Furthermore, the institutionalized retarded Ss played significantly longer than the noninstitutionalized retardates in the adult-£ condition (t = 2.22, p < .05), whereas the noninstitutionalized retardates played significantly longer than the institutionalized retardates in the peer-JE condition (t = 2.07, p < .05).
The mean length of time spent by each group on each part of the game is presented in Figure 2 . Institutionalized retardates in both the peer-and adult-.fi conditions played both parts of the game approximately the same length of time, whereas both groups of noninstitutionalized retardates tended to play Part I longer than Part II. As can be seen in Figure 2 , the difference scores were not influenced by E conditions. Across E conditions the mean difference scores (Part I minus Part II) for the institutionalized retardates ( -17.S sec.) and noninstitutionalized retardates ( + 122.7 sec.) were found to differ significantly (t = 2.04, p < .05). For the institutionalized retardates, the difference in playing time between Parts I and II was not significant (t < 1) whereas noninstitutionalized retardates played Part I significantly longer than Part II (t = 2.42, p < .OS). Nine of the 20 institutionalized retardates played as long or longer on Part II as compared to Part I, whereas only 4 out of 20 noninstitutionalized retardates did so (Exact p = .07). DISCUSSION The finding that adult social reinforcement is more effective with institutionalized than with noninstitutionalized retardates is consistent with earlier findings indicating that institutionalized retardates have a higher motivation than noninstitutionalized retardates to secure adult contact and approval (Green & Zigler, 1962; Stevenson & Fahel, 1961; Zigler, 1963) . The interpretation that this reflects the institutionalized retardate's history of adult social deprivation has been supported by evidence indicating a positive relationship between the amount of preinstitutional social deprivation experienced by institutionalized retardates and the effectiveness of adult social reinforcement (Zigler, 1961) .
The finding that the adult £ is a more effective social reinforcer than the peer E for institutionalized retardates lends further credence to the social-deprivation hypothesis. Thus, it would appear that the institutionalized retardate's motivation to obtain social reinforcement is relatively specific to attention and praise dispensed by an adult, rather than a more generalized desire for reinforcement dispensed by any social agent, for example, a peer. This differential effectiveness of peer and adult social reinforcement is at odds with the popular view that retardates are inherently rigid (e.g., Kounin, 1941) and will therefore perseverate on a dull, monotonous task of the sort employed in this study. Rather, how perseverative the retarded child is would appear to depend on the valence of the social reinforcers dispensed during the task. The relative ineffectiveness of peer reinforcement for the institutionalized child is not particularly surprising, in view of the general availability of this type of reinforcer in the institutional setting (Balla, 1966) . The finding that peers are more effective social reinforcers than adults for noninstitutionalized retardates is somewhat surprising. The relatively low effectiveness of adult reinforcement for such children is consistent with the earlier findings (Green & Zigler, 1962; Stevenson & Fahel, 1961) , and would appear to be due to the fact that such children are relatively satiated on adult contact. It is the greater effectiveness of peer reinforcement for the noninstitutionalized retarded child that presents something of a mystery. One explanation may be that such children are often ignored or even taunted by their school peers. Given this, it becomes understandable why a noninstitutionalized retardate would be highly motivated to prolong his interaction with a warm supportive peer. This interpretation is consistent with the recent findings of Terrell and Stevenson (1965) that noninstitutionalized children make more overt bids for the attention of a peer reinforcer than do normal children.
Whereas the total time spent on the experimental task has been shown to reflect S's general motivation to secure support and approval, the tendency to play Part II as long as, or longer than, Part I has been experimentally validated as a measure of wariness or fearfulness of strangers (McCoy & Zigler, 196S; Shallenberger & Zigler, 1961) . The failure to find any marked decrease in playing time between Part I and Part II among institutionalized retardates, a decrease typically found among normal children, is consistent with earlier findings (Shallenberger & Zigler, 1961; Zigler, 1961; Zigler et al., 19S8) . This attenuated Part I minus Part II difference score was found among institutionalized retardates in both the adult-and peerreinforcement conditions. It thus appears that the institutionalized retardate suffers from a generalized wariness of strangers, regardless of whether they are adults or peers.
Noninstitutionalized retardates were found to have significantly greater Part I minus Part II decrease scores than institutionalized retardates, suggesting that the noninstitutionalized retardate is less fearful or wary than the institutionalized retardate. The magnitude of the difference scores of the noninstitutionalized retardates was quite comparable to those which have been found previously for normal children with MAs similar to those of the Ss in the present study (McCoy & Zigler, 196S; Shallenberger & Zigler, 1961; Zigler et al., 19S8) . Thus, contrary to the view that reluctance or wariness is a general characteristic of retardates (Hirsch, 19S9; Wellman, 1938; Woodward, 1960) , the findings suggest that this reaction to strangers is encountered only among the institutionalized retarded, and that it has its genesis in the particular life experiences of the institutionalized retarded child. This conclusion is consistent with evidence that extremely harsh and punitive experiences at the hands of social agents characterize the preinstitutional social histories of institutionalized familial retardates (Zigler, 19S8, 1961) .
There is the possibility, however, that the very simplicity of the task employed may have obscured the noninstitutionalized child's fearfulness. Cromwell (1963) has emphasized the failure-avoiding nature of retarded children's performance, a phenomenon which also suggests a certain wariness or fearfulness. To the extent that such failure avoidance underlies the retarded child's frequently noted wariness, one would expect to encounter it primarily on complex or intellectually challenging tasks where failure is perceived by the child as a probable outcome. This explanation would not account for the performance of the institutionalized retarded children in the present study, however. It may be, therefore, that the retarded child's wariness is best conceptualized as the product of two relatively independent factors, one involving those negative experiences with social agents which make him wary of other human beings, and the other relating to failure experiences on intellectual tasks which cause him to be wary of tasks, rather than of people. If this formulation were true, one would expect institutionalized retardates to be wary on all tasks presented by social agents, regardless of the task complexity. Noninstitutionalized retardates, on the other hand, should only be wary of tasks that are of an intellectually challenging nature.
Such research underlines the importance of conceptualizing the familial retardate as an essentially human being, who, like the normal child, constructs styles of behaving and defenses in response to the particular events he has experienced. In conclusion, the general findings of the present study lend further support to the view that the behaviors of the familial retardate are not the inexorable product of his intellectual retardation alone, but are rather influenced by a variety of motivational and emotional factors determined by his unique history.
